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amount of local traffic. Finally, just in case these barriers to meaningful use of unbundled network
elements were insufficient deterrents to new entrants, BellSouth has asserted that purchasers of
such elements may face potential infringement liability unless they subject themselves to the delays
and costs of negotiating with, and making discriminatory payments to, BellSouth's third party
equipment vendors. In light of these significant obstacles to use of unbundled network elements,

the Commission cannot conclude that BellSouth is complying with the second, sixth and thirteenth

competitive checklist items.
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I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on July 37,1998,

Sworn to and subscribed to before me

this=/ Sflay of July, 1998

Notary Public Notary Public Gwinnett County, Georgia
iy Commission Expires March 14th, 1969

M. Hamm:
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WITNESS PAGES

ALPHONSO J. VARNER:

Cross-Examination by Mr. Lamoureux ...... 63 - 117
EXHIBIT
NUMBER DESCRIPTION PAGE
5 9/27/96 FCC Order on Reconsideration,
CC Docket Nos. 96-98/95-185 108

(The aforementioned cause came on to be heard on
Tuesday, May 5, 1998, beginning at approximately 2:45 p.m., before
Chairman Lynn Greer, Director Sara Kyle, and Director Melvin
Malone, when the following proceedings were had, to-wit:)

ALPHONSO J. VARNER,

was previously called as a witness, and having been duly sworn, was
continued to be examined and testified as follows:

CHAIRMAN GREER: Mr. Lamoureux, you're next. Your
witness.

CROSS-EXAMINATION

BY MR. LAMOUREUX:

i




charge for intrastate access on toll calls made by AT&T's
customers. Is that right?

A. No, we do not.

Q. All right. In the situation where AT&T is the local
service provider using unbundled network elements and let's say
that MCI is the interexchange carrier for that customer -- Okay? --
BellSouth is going to charge MCI for intrastate access, won't it?
A. Would you repeat your scenarioc? I got confused between
which one was AT&T and ~--

Q. AT&T is the local service provider choosing unbundled
network elements to provide that local service. MCI is the

interexchange carrier for that customer. Okay? BellSouth is still

going to charge MCI the intrastate access for toll calls made by

that customer. 1Isn't that right?

A. No. We're going to ~- we've decided that intrastate

access would be charged by the IXE, and they're in the process of

implementing that.

Q. By the IXE or by the local provider? -

A. I'm sorry. The local provider to the IXE. Well, in

this case, it would be ~-- AT&T would charge

the access to MCI. They're in the process of implementing that.

Q. So when AT&T is the local service provider using UNEs,

AT&T is the provider of access for both intrastate and interstate

access?

A. AT&T will be billing the intrastate and interstate

access. BellSouth will bill for the usage of the unbundled switch.
I assume you're talking about utilizing unbundled switching from

BellSouth. So BellSouth would bill AT&T for the unbundled local

switch usage and AT&T would in turn bill access, I guess, to MCI.

I said we're in the process of implementing that.

Q. This is a change in BellSouth policy, is it not?

A. It's not a change in policy. It's a change in
implementation.

Q. It's a change in the position that BellSouth has taken
in the past, is it not?

A. Yes, it is.

Q. So you agree with Mr. Gillan's testimony that when AT&T

is the unbundled network element local provider using the unbundled
switch, AT&T is the provider of both interstate and intrastate
access?

A. No, I don't. I agree that under the FCC's definition
that they would be allowed to bill for both the interstate and
intrastate access. BellSouth is willing to abide by that.

Q. So you don't agree with it, but you will implement it.
Is that correct?

A. What we will do is implement what I said. We will

implement the -- we'll implement the processes such that we will

bill the switch usage, if you will, to AT&T, in your example, and
AT&T will in turn bill

the access to whoever the long distance carrier is.
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Jill R. Williamson Room 12255

Local Services Program Manager Promenade |
1200 Peachtree St. NE
Atianta, GA 30309
404 810-8562

October 3, 1997

Ms. Jo Sundeman

BellSouth interconnection Services, Inc.
Suite 410

1960 West Exchange Place

Tucker, GA 30084

Jo,

As part of our Unbundied Network Elements Platform (UNE-P) test in the state of
Kentucky, we have attempted to order 800 blocking and Call Hold on two of our
participants lines. For the 900 blocking, we entered the appropriate TCIF code for
900 blocking in the TBE field and BeliSouth indicated on its’ Clarification Form that
there is no such thing as TBE M. For the Call Hold Feature, we entered the
appropriate feature code listed in the TCIF guidelines. BeliSouth stated on its’
Clarification Form that AT&T could not order Call Hold as a separate feature, that
we have to order it as part of BellSouth's Prestige service.

| need for you to clarify BellSouth's rationale for not processing these orders as
they were submitted. If BellSouth has further guidelines for ordering such
features, please provide me with the appropriate documentation. If it is
BellSouth’s intention not to process these orders based on a BeliSouth policy,
please advise me of BellSouth’s position.

| would appreciate your response in writing by Wednesday, October 8, 1997. If
you have any questions, please call me on 404-810-8562.

%Lu WWliemoer/

Jan Burriss
Pam Nelson
James Hill
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BoliSouth interconnection Sarviess  770492.7550
Surte 200 Fox 770 482-9412
1080 West Exchenge Place

Tueker, Georgis 30084

ATRT Rogional Accownt Team

October 3, 1997

Ms. Jill Williamson

AT&T

Room 12255, Promenade 1
1200 Peachtree St., NE

Atlanta, Georgia 30309 -

Jill:

This is in response to your letter dated today, October 3, 1997, regarding ordering 900 blocking
and Call Hold in Kentucky.

The 900 blocking is accomplished with Customized Code Restriction in the Kentucky GSST
Tariff A13.20.2 and A13.20.3 (CREX+ Option #4) which blocks both 976 and NPA 900. The
900 Blocking cannot be accomplished without also blocking 976.

Call Hold can be ordered in Prestige Communication Service (PCS) in the Kentucky GSST Tanff
A12.16. Call Hold cannot be ordered as a stand alone feature and is either ordered with User

Transfer/Conferencing (A12.16.3.B.4) or with User Transfer/Conferencing and Call Pickup
(A12.16.3.B.5).

1 hope this answers your questions and feel free to call me on 770-492-7582 if you have any other
questions.

Thanks and a have a great day!
Jo Sundman
cc.  Jan Burriss

Margaret Garvin

Pam Nelson
James Hill
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® BELLSOUTH

OoRlouth Miarcamuastion Sarvisss 7704017850 ATAT Reglome! Acooun

Svie 20 For 770 492-0d 12 Yoo
1958 West Exchange Plece

Tuoker, Genrgis 0004

November 3, 1807

Ms. JH Willlamson

ATAT

Promanade |, Room 12285
1200 Poachires S, NE
Atlanta, Georgle 30309

Dear JiIl:

This is hmmiommm Qotober 8, 1097, regarding {hres Unbundiea Network Elements
Platform «P| tost orders recently placed by ATLT in Kanlucky: wo requasting specifie lacel .
switching feetures and one without festuras. it is the testing of the UNE-P that aliows our companies to
uncover lasues and complications with thess new services. BellBouth endorses tha concept of tasting
services and funotions prior 10 full implementation. BaliSouth ia pleased thal ATAT initinted the testing
ol the UNE platiorm. The following ia In reaponse to your letter:

1. The order without any fostures was issued by Be@Soulh with an smror In the

Univarssl Service Ordar Codes (USOCs]|. This was corrected and the order was
retssuad.

1t would be benaficial to bath BeliSouth and ATAT, f ATAT marked future UNE.P
tes! orders as “Test *

2. Tiv onders with the (aatures; ona with the lfeature of Call Hold and & second with §00
Blocking, could not be procassad sinde ihase features do hot work independently.
Cal Hold must be ordersd with User Transfer or with User Transfer and Call
a8 pant of Prectige services. 900 Blocking can only ba orderad associated with $78
tlocking through the use of CREXA,

BeliSouth would ke (o thank ATAT far sharing this information with us. BeliSouth is currently warking

on the technical issues that are limitations of the switch. however, follnwing are two suggastions that may
asaist ATAT in the Interim:

An shemative for the 900 blocking might be to creats & Line Class Coda (LCC) when
you are devsioping these scenarias for your oparator plstforms.

Por the Call Hald festure, ATAT could lasue o Bona Fida Request (BFR) 1o create this
feature If N s technically feasible and would work without User Tranefer.

Thenk you agdin for hsilnn with us in Kentucky. | trust that the above information satisftes your
concemg. Ploase foel fres 1o contact me on 92-7882.

-z-:"'gu—r&»m

J0 Sundmen

pea
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Denise C. Berger Room 12251
-Business Manager 1200 Peachtiree Street N.E,
Local Services Organization Atlanta, Georgia 30309
404-810-8644
FAX 404-810-8477
EMAIL deberger@ems.att.com
March §, 1998

Jan M. Burriss

Sales Assistant Vice President
BellSouth Interconnection Services
Suite 200

1960 West Exchange Place
Tucker, Georgia 30084

RE: March 11, 1998, Core Team Meeting

Dear Jan:

The purpose of this letter is to specify AT&T’s expectations for the March 11, 1998, Core Team
meeting and to review the outstanding action items. The March 11 meeting is a critical point on
a number of the action items that have been ongoing since the first of the year and require
closure. The Action Item Register is attached to this letter.

Jan, AT&T is concerned about BellSouth’s failure to deliver on the action items we agreed upon
at the February 11, 1998, Core Team meeting. As you’ll note on the attached list, three items
were originally discussed at the January 20 meeting and were due at our February 11 meeting.
We are making no progress in moving issues forward at the Core Team level. We have virtually
the same items on the agenda for the March 11 meeting as we did for the January 20 meeting
and are no closer to resolving them now as we were two months ago. When we jointly agreed at
the beginning of this year to implement the new Core Team structure, it was in an effort to bring
issues to closure. At that time, AT&T specifically noted that we did not want the Core Team
meetings to be a forum for “progress” reports. That is exactly where we are now. It appears

that BellSouth is more interested in renegotiating the meeting calendar on agenda items than
they are in actually resolving the issues. . '

AT&T requests that both parties deliver reports on each action item/agenda issue at the March

11, 1998, Core Team meeting. This would not be in the form of status only, but would include
the following items in each report.



RE: March 11, 1998, Core Team Meeting
Page 2

o Description of the current deliverable. This will allow us to insuré that there are no
misunderstandings relative to the issue.

o The tangible actions that have been taken by the respective company to move the issue
forward toward resolution.

¢ A final targeted resolution date that is 80% certain.

Please confirm as soon as possible that BellSouth will deliver on this request at the March 11,
1998, Core Team meeting. Without closure on the noted items, AT&T must weigh whether the
Core Team process is an effective and efficient use of very limited AT&T resources.

cc: P. Nelson
Q. Sanders



ACTION ITEMS
FROM THE
FEBRUARY 25, 1998, CORE TEAM MEETING

ACTION ITEM

"PERSON
RESPONSIBLE

DUE DATE

. BellSouth will deliver the plan for

administering telephone numbers or at
minimum the status on delivering the
plan. (From 2/11/98 Core Team
Meeting)

Jan Burriss

March 11, 1998

. The outcome of the 2/25/98

Performance Team meeting and the
detailed plan for getting to a one-hour
turn-around on electronic rejects will
be delivered to the Core Team
members prior to the 3/11/98 Core
Team meeting. (From 2/11/98 Core
Team Meeting)

Jan Burriss
Pam Nelson

March 11, 1998

3. BellSouth still needs to provide the

medium for each type of notification to
AT&T, i.e., Electronic mail, letter, etc.
A joint meeting will be held March 10

to review.

Jan Burriss

“Original Due Date: |
February 25, 1998
Re-negotiated for

March 9, 1998

. BellSouth owes a response to the

Region-wide UNE test plan delivered

: toGregKlrbybyhmell

. BellSouth owes a response to AT&T's

Jan Burriss

February 27, 1998

. BellSouth owes a response to the

2/13/98 Ray Crafton letter to Scott
Schaefer regarding BellSouth’s
capability to provide electronic
ordering of UNEs.

Jerry Hendrix

February 27, 1998

request for access to features switches
in selected geographic locations across
the region. BellSouth will also include
business guidelines for making features
available and will provide AT&T with
5E and DMS-100 switch
documentation.

Jan Burmriss

March 6, 1998

. Both parties will meet to resolve the

issues around the UNE billing.

Jan Burriss
Pam Nelson

February 27, 1998

. BellSouth still owes proposed language

in response to the Alabama complaint

Mary Jo Peed

February 25, 1998




to Roger Briney.

9. BellSouth owes a response to AT&T's
request for a proposal on inside wire
installations and maintenance.

Jan Burriss

March 6, 1998

10. BellSouth owes a response to AT&T's
letter regarding 8YY issues and
database dipping.

~ Susan Arrington
Jerry Hendrix

March 4, 1998

11. BellSouth will follow-up on the status
of ASR orders for North Carolina and
Tennessee and the due dates for the
trunk groups in Tennessee and North
Carolina. Additionally, BellSouth will
look at their order review process to
see why orders are rejecting for only
one reason instead of all errors on the
order.

Jan Burriss

March 11, 1998
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SENT BY:#2 OLDER XFROX i 7-28-98 ; 2:05PM ; 235 N. MAPLE - LAW- Stdley & Austin;# 2/ 3

BEFORE THE
~— . GEORGIA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

_ In the Matter of:
Considezation of BellSouth Teleconuynmications, )
. Inc.'s Sevvicns Purseant w Section 271 of the } Docket No. 6863.U
_ Telecommunications Act of 1996 )

BeliSouth Teloconmmunicssions, Inc.'s Saumnent of

Generally Available Tersns and Coaditions Under
— Section 252(f) of the Telecommmunications Act

of 1996

Dacket No. 7253.U

ot aw” vt e

CATIOR GTRERN STATES COMMENTS
ON BELLSOUTH'S NOTICE OF INTENT TO FILE AN APPLICATION
WITH THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION FOR
AUTHORIZATION TO PROVIDE INTERLATA SERVICES IN GEORGIA

Dawd: Jums 15, 1998



SENT BY:#2 OLDER XEROX ; 7-28-98 ; 2:05PM ; 285 N. MAPLE - LAWK- Sidley & Austin:# 3/ 3

.
e

approximately 1000 festures to residential and business customers. BellSouth, however, has
stated that it will offer only those vertical features that it provides to its own retail customers,
(/d.) This prohibits CLECs from making use of the inherent capabilities of ths switch to provide
new services or festures to customers.

In addition, BeliSouth restricts the ability of CLECs that have purchased local switching
from BellSouth o bl access charges by failing to provide informatian on terminating usage. At
the previous SGAT hearingy in this docket, BefiSouth took the position that CLECs purchasing
UNR combinations would not be permitted 10 bill or collect intrastate access charges. (Hamman
AfE 121.) BellSouth acknowledged in a hearing before the Tennessee Regulatory Authority in
May, 1998 that CLECs purchasing unbundled netwark elements would be allowed to coliect
intrastate access charges. (/d.) BeilSouth also admitted, however, that currently it is not capsble
of providing the detsils to allow CLECs to bill such sccess for terminating traffic. (/)

Finally, BeilSouth has not made clear — in its SGAT, interconnaction agreements or
regulatory proceedings -- that it will provide unbundled local switching without forcing CLECs
mmhhm&mﬂwmdwmﬂw-m
agreements for each of the features and functionalities of the switch. Clarification of this issoe is
essential in light of the position BellSouth has taken before the FCC that third party intellectual
property rights are implicated in the sale of unbundled notwork olements. Petition of MCI for
Deciaratory Rultng, CCBPol 97-4, CC Docket No. 96-98, BeltSouth Reply Comments at 3 (May
6, 1997). For exanple, aithough AT&T's interconnection agreement with BeilSouth does not
contain any requirement that AT&T negotiste inteilectual property licenses with a third party,
AT&T is concerned that BellSouth may "sandbag” AT&T with such a condition once AT&T
attempts to order unbundled local switching in commercially significunt volumes.

18
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 ATET

Swphen €, Garavite ‘ Room 3252G1
General Attorney 295 Novth Magia Avenue
Beeing Ricge, NJ 07920
908 2218100
,,,,, FAX 908 933-8320
July 7, 1997
Victoria K. McHenry, Esq.
General Counsel - Louisiana
BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Suite 3060
. 365 Canal Street X
— New Orleans, Louisiana 70130-1102
Re: ell h Applicati the F s Authori

Dear Ms. McHeary:

This responds to your letter dated July 2, 1998 in which you atked whether AT&T
and BeliSouth could narrow the disputed issues that would be raised by a BeflSouth
Section 271 application (o the FCC for in-region interLATA authority in Louisiana.

As you know, AT&T and BellSouth have participated, or are currently
participating, in Section 271 proceedings in nine states. BeltSouth thus is aware of
AT&T's disagreement with BeliSouth regarding BellSouth’s compliance with key
requirements of the Telecommunications Act. Nevertheless, AT&T is always imterested in
- marrowing or resolving disputes, where possible. For this reason, I have set forth a list of

disputed issues. If I have in any way misstated BellSouth's position or the underlying

. facts, or if BeliSouth is willing to revisit its position on these issues, please let me know in
writing before BellSouth applies to the FCC.

This list will also serve to put BellSouth on notice as to the issues AT&T intends
to raise in its comments on BellSouth’s application, absent clarification from you in
response to this letter. Please note also that the FCC requires that any BellSouth
application be complete when filed and “include all of the factual evidence™ and legal
arguments which BellSouth believes support its position. ! In the event that BellSouth

' Revised Procedures for Bell Operating Company Applications under Section 271 of the

Comrounications Act, FCC 97-330 (rel. Sept. 19, 1987). p. 2.

s @ Ascyciea Papar
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NO. 881

Victoria K. McHenry, Esq.
Tuly 7, 1997
Page 2

refrains from addressing in full these issues in its initial application, and defers submission
of facts and argument until its reply, thereby depriving AT&T of an opporunity to

respond, AT&T will considec all appropriate remedies, including the filing of 2 motion to
strike.

Track A/Track B

.
1. BellSouth has received interconnection requests from potential providers of

facilities-based local exchange service to business and residential customers. Further, the

Louisiana Public Service Commission has not certified that any such potential provider has

failed to negotiate in good faith or failed to comply within a reasonable period of time with

an implementation schedule in an applicable interconnection agreement. See 47 US.C,

§ 271(c)(2)(b). BellSouth therefore is precluded from seeking in-region interLATA

" authority under “Track B."

2, There is no non-PCS carrier providing facilities-based local exchange service to
residential customers in Louisiana today,

Combinations of Networlk Elerments

1. BeliSouth has raken the position in Louisiana, and throughout its nine-state
region, that it will physically take apart existing combinations of unbundled network
clements, such as a loop/port combination, and provide the individual elements to the
CLEC for the CLEC to combine,

2. The only method BeliSouth will make available for CLECs 1o combine
elements is through collocation. BellSouth will not permit CLECs to have direct access to
BellSouth’s main distribution frame, nor will BellSouth provide CLECs the ability to

logically separate and recombine network elements through the recent change process of
the unbundled local switch.

3. BeliSouth's position is that it may choose to negotiate & voluntary arrangement
with a CLEC to combine separated network elements (or to leave the elements together),
but BellSouth has no obligation to do so. If BellSouth agrees to such an arrangement, it
will charge the CLEC for taking apart and putting back together the unbundled netwark
clement combination (or for leaving the clements together), at whatever rates BellSouth
deemns appropriate, without regard to Sections 251(c) and 252(d).

PRR4/888
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- Victoria K. McHensy, Esq.
July 7, 1997
Page 3

Unbundled Local Switchin

i. BellSouth has taken the position in certain regulatory proceedings that it will
no longer impose intersiate and intrastate access charges where a CLEC is providing
. service using unbundled local switching - either alone, or in combination with other
BeliSouth netwark clements, ¢.g., a loop/port combination. It is not clear that this is
BellSouth's position in Louisiana. In all events, BaltSouth has nat yet developed oc

‘ implemented the capability to provide the terminating usage information required by
CLECs to bill for terminating intrastate access.

2. BellSouth's position is that CLECs providing local service through unbundled

network elements are not entitled to collect reciprocal compensation. Further, Bel{South

. does not have the current ¢apability to provide terminating usage information required by
such CLECs 10 bill for reciprocal compensation.

-

3. BellSouth does not permit CLECs using unbundled local switching 10 offer
vertical features inherent in the switch except to the extent that BellSouth offers such
features to remail customers. For example, if BellSouth has not activated a panicular
feature in the switch, a CLEC must negotiate with BellSouth as part of the bona fide
request (BFR) process to have that feature available to the CLEC's customers, Similarly,
if BellSouth offers two features only as a bundle, a CLEC cannot activate one of the

features, except through the BFR process, which imposes uncertainty, additional time and
additional expense.

4. In Louisiana, BellSouth does not offer a line class code (.CC) means of
customized rauting o CLEC traffic to the CLEC's operator services and directory

- assistance platforms, Testing of BellSouth's proposed ATN-based routing architectuce in
Georgin reveals that it imposes significant post-dial delay.

— 5. BellSouth has not made clear whether it will require purchasers of unbundled
local switching to negotiate individual intellectual property licenses or similar
arrangements with switch manufacturers and software vendors. In all events, whether or

B not BellSouth imposes this requirernent as a precondition to providing access to
unbundled network elements, BellSouth will not warrant that CLECs may use such
network elemens in the same manner as BellSouth, withaut being subject to infringemeat

_ claims by BellSouth’s equipment vendors.

§
IS
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Victoria K. McHenry, Esq.
July 7, 1997 -
Page 4 '

Operational Support Systemgs (QSS)

1. Inits order released June 4, 1998, the Georgia Public Service Commission
identified significant deficiencies with the access that BellSouth provides to its OSS, and
found that the implementation of Application Program Interface (API) for pre-ordering

and ordering, currently scheduled for December 1998, would resolve most of these
concerns. -
§

2. Significant problems have arisen in the implementation of ED{ 7.0, which have
caused numercus AT&T orders to be rejected. This problem has been exacerbated by
BellSouth's refusal to continue “work-arounds” mutually agreed upon by BeliSouth and
AT&T to process orders using EDI 6.0 and BellSouth’s introduction of “fatal errors™

. which cause orders that previously would have fallen out for manual processing by

BellSouth to be rejected. Examples of criticat failures of BeliSouth's EDI 7.0
implementation are:

» Continual revision of business rules associated with directory listing orders
such that orders cannot be sent electronically. This problem is scheduled for
resolution no earlier than July 24, 199§.

¢ Failure 1o implement AT&T-proposed, and OBF-compliant, procedures in EDT
7.0 that would permit electronic {or manual) ordering of number portability for
less than all of an existing BellSouth customer’s numbers, i.¢., “partial
migration” problems. This problem was ¢reated by BellSouth's insistence on
non-OBF compliant information in the ordering fields and compounded by
BellSouth's elimination of a "work-around™ that was used successfully with
EDI 6.0, This problem still exists today, and AT&T cannot submit such partial
migration orders either electronically or manually.

¢ BellSouth’s failure to provide timely assistance to AT&T in resolving
customer-affacting problems caused by BellSouth’s last-minute chaages in
business rules. For example, on May 14, 1998 — che day before AT&T was (o
roll-out new features of AT&T Digital Link service ~ BellSouth changed its
business rules resuliing in AT&T orders being treated as fatal ervors, AT&T
requested an immediate meeting with BellSouth subject matter expers, but
they would not even meet with AT&T until 26 days later on June 9, 1998.

3. BellSouth shut down EDI 6.0 on fune 16, 1998, before the “bugs” in EDI 7.0

could be identified and resolved. As a result, AT&T lost the ability to use the work-

arounds and other processes it knew would work with EDI 6.0, yet is unable to use

NO.BB1 PO26/008



